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Certified Mail - Return Receipt Requested 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Attn: Ms. Linda Holden 
fail Code: 3HW690 
Region III 
541 Chestnut Building 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 1910'7 

Re: Response to Comments on the RCRA Facility Investigation . 
Final Report-Phase I (December 1993), the RCRA Facility 
Investigation Draft Final Report-Phase II (February 
1995), the Final Corrective Measures Study for Petr0;leu.m 
Contaminated Sites (October '1994) and the Excavation, 
Transportation and Disposal of Petroleum Contaminated 
Soils Report (April 26, 1995) for the Naval Air Station 
Oceaca 

Dear MS. Holden: 

Attached please find the Kavy response to comments on the above 
subject documents. This response includes att--'r aLAments containing 
the updated tables, figures and errata sheets as discussed in ,the 
April 29-30, 1997 meeting held at your office. 

The Work Plan for rema;- ,ALing fieldwork at the SWMUs was submitted 
July 21, 1997. To date, we have not received EPA comments on that 
Work Plan. In accordance with Section XI.2 of the RCRA 300%(h) 
Consent Order at XAS Oceana, the Navy is giving notice of out intent 
to perform the additional fieldwork in October in accordance with the 
Work Plan. We would like to meet prior to mobilization to discuss EPA 
comments and obtain approval of the Work Plan submittal. j!y. *- uim 
iiarris, RPM, will call you to discus a convenient meeting time. : 

In the meantime, please call Mr. Harris at (757) 322-4776 if you have 
questions or need additional information with regards to this or any 
other submittal. 

& .y~ Sincerely: 

$4 - 
/#CM- * A .A A&?--A/ 

N. M. ~JOXNSON, P.E. 
Eead 
Installation Restoration Section 
North 
Environmental Programs Branch 

I Environmental Division 
By direction of the Commander 
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Response to Comments on the RCBA Facility Investigation Final Report-Phase.1 (December 1993), 
the RCRA. Facility Investigation Draft Final Report-Phase E3: (February 199§), the Final Corrective 
Measures Study for Petrolewn Contan;inated Sites (October 1994) and the Excavation, 
Transportation and Disposal of Petroleum Contaminated Soih Report (April 26,1995) for the Naval 
Air Station 0ceana. 

Attachment 1 - Tables or figures related to specific comment responses 
Attachment 2 - Errata sheers with text, tabies, or figures for the RCRA Facility Investigation Final 

Report-Phase I or RCRA Facility Investigation Draft Final Report-Phase II 
Attachmeat 3 - Errata sheets with text, tables, or figures for the Finai Corrective Measures Study 

for Petroleum Contaminated Sire5 
Atiachment-4 - Errata sheets wirh text> tables, or figures ?or the Excavation, Transportatibn and 

Disposal of Petroieum Contaminated Soils Report . 

Comment 1: Specific sample quantiration limits are a required eiement in data tables: T&e Department of 
Yavy musr comply with this requirement for future reports submitted unless otherwise requested 
specificaily in the following comments. ..- 

In the meering on April 29, 1997, the Navy agreed to indicate detection limits in all titure Feporrs: _ .I 
Linda con5rmed that it was nor necessary to alter the Phase I RX tables. Derection limits are : 

L’ 

essential to assessing risk, especially in eases where the detection limit is geaxer that%%e 
screening ievel. Note that two large binders containing ail anaiyticai Form I data sheets from ail 
analyses done durirg the RFI and CMS work have been forwarded to the EPA and the state. 
These allow for quick reference to detection limits for each past samp1.e. 

‘p‘ 

Comment 2: Revise the RN-Phase I Report to inchtde background information on the use of sroundwater 
at the Faciiity in response to the generai comment 5 of the September 1 O> i 993 letter iddressed to Captain 
3. W. Craine, Jr.: Department of Navy, from Erica S. Dameron, VADEQ. Further discussions regarding 
which standards are appiicabie, Virginia Surface Water Standards for the protecrion of aquatic life, Xi 
cr Risk Based Concentrations (RX> will be held during the CMS phase of the corrective action project. 

‘,. q,, 

,In the meetmg on Aprii 29, 1997, the Navy agreed to photocopy pages out of the November I995, 
Final CMS for SWMUs 1/2B2C appendix and put them in an addendum appendix to the 
December 1993 Phase I RF1 repor-r. T’nis was done. 

Comment 3: The RFI-Phase I Report should be revised to incorporate the Department ofNavy’s response 
S”, 

to the specific comment 3 e a in the January IO, 1994 letter addressed to Erica Dameron, VADEQ, from 
SM. Johnson, Department ofNavy. Revise ihe report to &corporate the definirions for PD-680 and 
a&tine. 

An errata definiti6% sheet was added to the front of the Phase I RFI. 

Comment 4: The WI-Phase I Report shcuid be revised to incorporate the fol!owing correction -to the 
‘Department of Navy’s response to the specific comment ?d in the January 10, 1994 letter addressed to 
Erica Dameron, Vr?lDEQ, from NM Johnson, Department of Navy. The text should read, R3C for 
Arsenic (cancer risk) is 0.045 ppb and the MCL for Arsenic is 50 ppb, 
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The Navy has added an errata sheet that indicates the limits on arsenic. 

Comment5: Throughout the RFT-Phase I Report, the Tables representing the results for the metab 

analysis performed on samples collected should be revised to incorporate the estimazed values (qualified 
wiIh ;? :AjT, symbol) insxead of Y” symbol, if the specific data are available. 

Response: The ir<‘r symbol in the tables represenring the results for The m&F& analysis has been 
used to indicate a merai that has not been detected at the designated concentrati&%s noted in the 
table foomotes. Tile concentration given represents the instrument detection level and is not an 
esrimated concentration present in the sample. An equivalent to ‘he < qualifier is-a U which 
designates not detected at the designated detecrian limit (<026 = 13.26 Uj. _ 

Concentrations detected in the sampie in concenrrarions below Ihe .method detection limits 
(MDLs) but above the instrument detection limits (IDLs) are qualified by the laboratory as 

: estimated. Estimated organic results are reported by rhe laboratory with a ‘j3” qualiffer, and 
inorganic (metals) results are qualified by the laboratory with a “B” flag. This becomes very 
confusing because :he “B” qualifier is used in organic resuits to indicate possibie blank 
contamination. In order to avoid confusing the metals laborarory “B” with an organic iaboratory 

s. “B:” the Phase I Report uses asuperscript “b” to designate es-timared concentrations detected 
berween the.MDL and the IDL (sic footnote). 

/. 

“J” quaiifiers do not appear on the Phase I Report metals tables because the Phase 9 3ata were not 
validated, and in a metals analysis, a “3” tlag is a data vaiidation qualifier only. It is inappropriate 
to appiy data validation qualifiers when the data have not been vaiidated. 

Comment 5: In the RN-Phase I and Phase II Reports, references to Groundwater Monitoring List (40 
CFR Part 264 Appendix IX or aitemately Virginia E-rIazardous Waste Management Reguiatioas (VHWWR) 
Appendix 10.6 (9 VAC 20-60-10 et seq., Appendix 10,6j ) are made, but no menrion in the texts appears 
of the Hazardous Constiruenr List (40 CFR Part 26 1 Appendix VIII or alternareiy VW&MI?. Appendix 3.6 
(9 VAC 20-60- 10 er seq., Appendix ? .S)) during the dissertations oi?he determination of the hazardous 
consritnents of concern (HCOC). It is the present understanding that Appendix VIII is especially relevar$ + -. 
when considering HCOCs in soil. Please explain the rationale for the deter&nation of the HCOCs 
(selecting and eiiminating) and specifically for nor inciuding a reference to Appendix VIII in the 
methodology for the determination of HCOCs in the various environmental media. 

As we discussed in the meeting on April 29, 1997> Appendix VIII is obsolete and is not used in 
the environmental industry because it costs about $30,000 per samp!e and is technically infeasible. 
The Appendix IX series was formulated as a replacement. Appendix IX was analyzed for a subser 

._ 

of the samples during the RC’I because the EPA RPM agreed that it would be acceptable to sample 
for a number of specific analyses in most cases (e.g., VOCs, SVOCs, Pesticides/PCBs, Metals) 
and Appendix IX at a few locations where contamination was the most likely. Implicir to this was 
the assumption that Appendix IX was not necessary at the other locations if nothing unique to 
Appendix IX was detected at the most contaminated location- 

swm 1 west Woods Oil Disposal Pit 
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Preliminary Risk Managemelnt Decision: Residential 

Comments on the lX.FI-Phase I Report 

Comment 7: The concentration reported for furans (hexachlorinared-dibenzo furans) in soil in table 4-l-4 
(Organic Compounds in Soils at Site I> is inconsistent with the concentrati& listed in table A-3, of the 
CMS Final Report for SW?&% I, 23 and 2C. Please provide the fur-an/dioxin anal:/sis to confirm which 
are the actual concentration of the contaminants detected. 

At the meering on April 29, 1997, the Navy agreed to resubmit Table A-2 and 4-l-4 with the 
corrected furan and dioxin concentrations, with a date in the footer. The Navy will also resubmit 
Table 41-6. Revised tables showing the corrected furan and dioxin conceirtrations and a date in 
the footer were prepared for this commenr response and are artached. Betty Ann noted that the true 
concentration is above the industrial, and residential REX2 for dioxins for soil. 

As agreed to at the April 3 -9, 1997 meeting, the Navy will conduct confirma$ory kmnling at this 
SWMW. Five soii samples will be collected from SW%Ki 1 and ana!yTed for dioxins and furans. 
Details are documented in the Phase III RFI work plan. The results ofthis sampling~wiii be 
documented in a Phase III ,R.FI report. 

1. ‘. _ 
Comment 8: Prov-ide the quantitaiion limits for the analytic& results presented in Table 4-l-5, Organic 
Comnounds In Groundwater At Site 1. For example, the quantitalion limits are not provided for 
tetrachioro-dibenzo dioxin (TCDD). 

X revised table showing the detection limits was prepared for this comment resporse, jj 

Comment 9: Provide the dioxin analytical data or the sample specific quanritation iimir for the 
Groundwater samples collected at l-MW4 and 1 -MW4LN in Table 4-l-6. 

A revised table showing the dioxin analyic ai data and the sample specik quantitation limit for 
the groundwater samples coilected at l-MW4 and l-MW4L;I; the was nrepared for this comment ., 
response. L& _.. i(.L&. 

10: The WI-Phase I Report shouid be revised to incorporate a response to comment 3 para,graph 4 of the 
VADEQ’s September 10, 1993 lerter addressed :o Captain J. ?V. Craine, Jr.? Department cf Navy, from 
Erica Dameron, YXDEO, The arsenic and beryllium resuits should be specified in the narratk of the 
report on page 4-20 with a discussion stating that the residential RBCs were exceeded and rhe impact of 
these screening concentrations being exceeded. ‘: 

Two inorganics, arsenic and beryllium, exceed EPA region III risk-based concentrations for the 
ingestion of residential soil. Arsenic as a carcinogen has a residential soil R3C of 0.43 n&kg. 
Detections of arsenic range from 0.44 to 3.5 mgfkg. Although arsenic concentrations exceed 
residential Kl3C screening levels they do not exceed industrial Rl3C screening levels. Be&&urn 
has a residential soil RBC of 0.15 mgkg. Detections of beryiiium range from non detect to 0.74. 
However, all detections of beryilium were between the instrument detection level and the contract 
required detection level. The mean concentration of beryllium in the eastern United States is 0.55 
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This area is remote and wooded. Trespassers might traverse the area on a very infrequent basis. 
The risk for exposure under a residential scenario for “Ingestion” of soil is minimal under current 
land use. The Navy feels that this SWMU should have an industrial exposure scenario. 

Comment 11: EPtl agrees with the recommendation to conduct further investigation of the soil and 
groundwaxer to characterize the extent of organic contamination and the need to begin the CM3 phase of 
the corrective action project to evalu%e remk&ttion options for both media. 

These recommended actions were done after the Phase I RF1 report was finalized. These activities 
and the results are presente$n the Final EB/2C CM3 (CH2M EDLL, November I. 995). 

Comment 12: The RFI-Phase I Report should be revised to incorporate the Department ofNavy’s 
ie.SpOfXe to the specific comment ila in rhe Januzrv 10; 1994 ietter addressed to Erica Dameron V@EQ, _ 4 . . 
from NM. Johnson, Department ofNavy.. In particuiar, the report shouid provide the definition for turco 
in the text of the report on page G-12. 

This deilnition was added to an errata definition page to be inserted at :he beginning of the Phase I 
R.Fi, 

Comment 13: Describe the NVO sources cf contamination and provide a discussion describing how they 
are believed to have created the two contaminant groundwat- u,I plumes identified in the RFI-,?hase I 
Report. 

As agreed t 0 at the April 29-30: 1997 meeting, the Navy wiilgrepare an errata sheer that states 
that the two saurces have never been iocated in&u, despite three rounds of soil sampiing. ‘, !T’ 

The Navy has prepared a figure and tables pre,, -nting soil data. The will be added to the Phase I 
IRFT with an errata sheet. However, it should be understood that SOme Of the sampling was done 
after the Final Phase I RF! report was compiered. Includeti are soil sampie data from the ! 993 
HI, the results from two soil samples sent to an offiite lab as part of the CMS, and soil sample 
data from the 1958 Line Shack Study. 

Comnxnt 14: Quanritation limits were not provided for the PAH analysis. P!eese provide this 
information. 

The only groundwater sampled for PAHs at Sire 23 w-as a 5111 8270 semivolatile sampie from w& 
23-MW1. No semivolatiies were detected in this well at detection limits of 10 or 50.@%. 
Revised tables of sediment (Tabie 4-Z-6) and surface water (Table G-2-5) data with detection 
limits are provided in response to this comment. 
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Comment 15: The dara for the in-situ soil sampling is not provided in Appendix C of the lU?I-Phase I 
repon. Provide the analytical results for this in-situ soil sampling and a discussion on the findings of these 
sampiing results. 

33ne statement was that the OVA (e .g. vapor monitoring) results from screening of zhe soils in the 
split spoons were collected during,dril!ing are listed in Appendix C. They are shorn in ‘Table C- 
3. Table 4-2-4B, which shows the in-situ soil sampling results for chlorinated voiatiles, will be 
added to the Phase I report. 

Comment 15: Specify rhe reason for the blank data entries in Table , _ a-T-5 Organic Analysis for Surfaface 
Water Samples. 

8. 

The Navy has prepared .I. a revised table. Tnese were nondetects. 

Comment 17: EPA agrees with the Department ofNavy’s recommendation ihat the :emedi&ion of 
sediments and groundwarer is required.. iziowever; wid~out having had the opportunity 16 review the 
analytical data for the in-siru soil sampiing, at Ihis time, EPA cannot provide recon&endaGons for, soil 
remediation, derermine rhe source of the Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbon’ (P-45) dontamination in’ the . . 
sediments and/or whether The PAH contamination has migrated to the soundwater. ARer a review 0;‘ rhe 
in-siru soil samuiing, EPA will provide additional recommendaeions for eith er funher investiga$on and/‘or 
rrmediation of ;he soil ax,this SWMG. 

There are no in-sin3 soil samples collected from SWkpL’ 23 that were vlaiyzed for PA%. 
However, there were two soil ‘boring samples csHec:ed in 1988 as part of the Line Shack Study, 
Results are reported in ihe Line Shack Study repon, My, 1989. A figure illusrrating the IocatioGs - 
of the samples and the data sheets that documenr non-de:ects for PAH compounds, are included as 
an abachment :o this res3onse to comment ciocumenr. 

SWm 2C Line Shack 400 Disposai Area 

Preliminary IGsk Management Decision: Residential 

.* 
Comments on the RI?&Phase I Repoti 

.i. - 

Commenr 18: Tne RFI-Phase I Report shouid be revised to incorporate a response to comment S 
paragraph 3 of the VADEQ”s September i 0, 1993 ierrer addressed to Captain J. W. Craine, Jr.: 
Depamnent of Navy, from Erica Dameron, VADEQ. Provide an ex.planaTion stating the reason for not 
collecting surface waler sampies of the potentially conraminated ditch referenced on page 4-70 of ihe 
report: 

Tfiis ditch contains surface water only during extreme rainfall evens; so surface water is not an 
important exposure pathway. The absence of surface water is the primary reason it was not 
sampled. 

Comment 19: The RFI-Phase I Report should be revised TO incorporate a response to comment 5 
paragraph 4 of the VADEQ’s September 10, 1993 letter addressed to Captain J, W. Craine, Jr., 
Department of Navy, from Erica Dameron, VADEQ. Provide a more detailed rationale for only analyzing 

“, 
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the soil samples collected from the vegetated ditched area referred to on page 4-70 for chlorinated 
volatiles. 

As agreed to at the April 29-30, 1997 meeting, the Navy will conduct confirmatory sampling at 
this SWMU. Two sediment samples will be collected from locations previousiy sampied and 
analyzed for .SVOCs and total organic carbon. The results of this sampling will be documented in 
a Phase III RF1 report. The soil will be sampled and analyzed for semi-voiatiies and total organic 
carbon during future sampIi~%%~ of this comment response. 

Commeni 20: The LR..FI-Phase I Report shou!d be revised to incorporate a response to comment 5 
paragraph 5 of the VADEQ’s Seprember 10, 1993 letter addressed to Captain J. W. Craine, .ir.; 
Department of Navy from Erica Dameron; VADEQ. Provide a detailed discussion on rhe findings of the 
surface water investigation to support the recommendations referred to on page 4-88 of the report- 

Tne surface water at Site Tr db is stormwater runoff and is present for only a short period of time 
after a signifkanl: rainfail event. Phase 1 characterization of surface water gas dee.med sufficient i 
because surface water is present only during rainfall events or occasionally in the ditch at the 
intersection of B Avenue and 4th St. This larter area is small and is 1 ,‘OOO feet soixhwest of the 
main area of groundwarer contamination. 

‘,. 
Comment 21: Specify why PAH anaiysis was not performed on the sampies collected at this SWMU. ,’ 
although the waste management practices were similar to SWMU 2B. P.&H anaiysis was performed dn 
and PAHs were detected in the sampies collected at SW%% 23. 

PAHs were not considered a contaminant of concern at SW-MU 2C or SWJ 2B. A-r SW-MU 
23, PAHs were only detected in sediments in-the ditch. These TAMS probably did not originate ar 
SYI’MX 2B because there is no e&dence of POL contamination in groundwater adjacent to the 
ditch. However, the proposed soi sampling includes PAHs. 

Conkent 22: Specify why soil sampies were not collected at this SWMU airhough elevated leveis of 
TCE conramination was detected in the groundwater sample(s) collected from monitoring we!1 2C-MW9 
in the concrete and wooded areas of this S’c’ilMu. Therefore, EPA cannot determine wherher migration 
from the soil to the grotindwater is occurring. EPA will provide additional comments on the RFI!CtifS ‘i *’ 
investigation at this SWMU when providing toxicological comIments on the CMS Final Report focjr 
SWMUs 1 j 2B and X. 

The Navy has collected soils three rimes at SWMX 2C-during the Phase i XFi, Phase II RR, and 
during the CMS (Building 301 investigationj. These data are all listed in the CMS and do not 
show significant contamination. These data would not support the hypothesis that chiorinaxed 
voiatiies are leaching to groundwater from soils. 

Comment 23: Since i ,l-DCE was detected in the Geoprobe samplin g, but not in the monitoring well, ir 
must still be included as a constituent of concern and analyzed for in subsequent sampling performed at 
this SW. 

The pian is to sample only the ditch soils at SW%lI..J 2C for SVOCs. 1, I-DCE was included In past 
sampling from this ditch. The Navy will consider 1 j! -DCE as a constituent of concern as 
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appropriate; however, remedial action has already been proposed on the bas.is of other 
contaminants. 

swm 2D Line Shack 125 Disposal Area 

Preliminary Risk Management Decision: lndustriaf 

Commmts on The RFP-Phase I and RFI-Phase H Reports 

Comment 24: Provide a description and the specific location of the soil contamination detected in the 
previous studies referenced in ihe Site Location and IRistory Section of the RFi-Phase I R.gq~or~. Provide a 
map and a narrative descripfion showin< where the oil satilrated sdil area w&s located in relation to the 
contamination being detected. Specify the clean up level for the approximate six fee: of soil thqt.was 
excavated and [he methods used to determine thas [he cleanup leve! was not exceeded in the excabated 
area. 

I .’ 2 
As in Ihe past, Will Bullard of Oceana Base Civil Engineering attempted to &ermine more abour 
the past sampiin g, but was unable IO find out more because the work’tias performed at least 113 
years ago and there are no records of it. He was abie to confirm the possibility That contamination 
was discovered during an expansion of the iine shack. iMr. Bullard spoke with MC Kennon who -- 1. “-. 
&as at NAS Cc&a when there was some soil e&ava& in the area of Line Shack ! 25. He srated 
rhar he remembered the Station exaavaling an area approximately 10 fi by 10 ft. He was unsure of 
the depth and remembered ix was not shallow but maybe 3- 4 ft deep. The excavation was on the 
southwest side of the building away from the flight line. He thought that the reason for rhis 
particuiar excavation was fuel oil spillage from a can. He thought that he remembered the can 
being only several gallons ar most. 

Tile proposed re-sampling of the we!ls should help derermine if the groundwater has been 
contaminated by existing soil contamination. 

Comment 25: Specify the reason for perfor;ning a limited semi-volatile analysis for the groundwarer 
sqple collecred at 2DMWl and 2D-1VW3 and a hiI11 semi-volatile analysis on samples collected at 
2D-MW2 in the Phase II investigation. _: 

As sTated above, more complete anaiyses were performed at the most contaminared iocation as a 
screening approach. No addirionai constituents were derected at :he most contaminated location. 

Comment 26: In the RR-Phase II Report (on page ? ~-6) in ihe last paragraph, it is inciicared thai: the totai 
(Benzene, Erhyibenzene, Toiuene and Xyiene (BETX) concentration in the mobile iaboratoqg sample from 
2D-GS2 at SWMJJ 2D was 1,960 ppb W~SUS 6 ppb in the split sample sent to the off site laboratop,/. This 
large difference in the concentrations of The BETX analytical results could conceivably warrant a close 
scrutiny of the various factors that might cause such a large discrepancy in the BETX soil concentrations. 

It may be due to the heterogeneity of soii contamination, thai is, the possibility That rwo close soil 
samples can have substantially different contaminant concentrations. 

Comment 27: EPA agrees with the Department ofNavy’s recommendaticn 10 install and sample 
a 3 
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additional monitoring wells. 

This additional work is described in the Phase II RF1 report. 

Comment 28: EPA recommends collecting an addirionai round of samples of the groundwater and 
analyzing them for TPH, VOA and semivolatiles to veri@ the previous results from the August 1990, 
Sanuary 1993 and March 1994 sampling investigations. 

. 

As agreed to ar the April 39-10, 1997 meering, the Navy will conduct confumator)l sampling ;?r 
this SWMU. Five groundwater samples will be collected from site monitoring wells and analyzed 
fur SV0C.s and VOCs. The results of this sampling will 3e documented in a Phase III -RFI reporr. 

Preliminary Xisk Management Decision: Industrial 
I 
. 

: : 

Comment 29: Quantitation limits were not provided for the analytical data presented in Table 4-4-5 - 
Organic Compounds in Soils ar: Site 3E in the RX-Phase I- Raport and Table 2-2-4 - Organic Compounds + 
in Soils at Site 2E in the RF!-Phase II Report. The lack of quantiration limits precludes a final 
determination of contarninanrs of concern for this SWMJ. These quantiration iimirs were, however, 
provided in the CMS Draft Final Report for SW%!JJs 2E, 15 and 24. Further comment for this SWMG 
will be addressed in the forthcoming toxicologica! comments for the CMS Draft Final Report for SWMUs 
2E, 13 and 24 within tie weeks of the Wavy’s rec.eiptofthis letter. 

As agreed ar the meeting on April 29-30, i997, the Navy will not alter these tabies to show the 
quantiration !imits since this work was done in later reports. 

Comments on the WI-Phase x/C,MS POLLExcavation, Transportation 2nd Disposai of Perroieum- 
Contaminated Soils Reports 

Comment 30: The Department of Navy must eirher con’iirm the Beryllium soil analytical results an&or 
provide an explanation for the high levels of this constituent being detected at this SW&m in response ro 
commenr 8 paragraph 4 ofthe VADEQ’s Septem3er IO, 199; letter addressed to Captain 3. W. Craine, Jr., 
Deparrment of?Javy from Erica Cameron, VADEQ. Revise the RFI-Thase I report accordingly. 

We coilecred background beryllium samples as part of the baciiground metals sampling performed 
in eariy 1994. These data are in Appendix F of the Phase II RFI report. The beryllium 
concentrations in the two Sackground samples were 0.67 and 0.69 ppm versus a mean 
concentration in the eastern United States of 0.55 ppm.. The February 1993 berytlium 
concentrations in soils at Sire 1 I were from 0.29 to 0.63 ppm. AI1 are below 30th background 
samples suggesting that the background concentrations of beryllium in soil ar Oceana are d 2 



considerably above risk-based concentrations or Proposed RCXA action lev&. For this reason, 
risk analysis and “cleanup” considerations are not appropriate. 

Comment 31: Table 4-6-2 of the PSI-Phase 1 Report show elevations for five monitoring wek, but only 
ground-water elevation data for four wells was used to determine the groundwater flow direction for this 
SIMU. it appears that only elevation data from four ,monitoring weils was used to veri@ the 
groundwater flow direction in the C&S PGL Report. Specie the reason for not using thegroundwater 
eIevat.tion data ram the five monitoring weils to determine the groundwater flow direction. 

The memo describing the results of the final well installation and sampling at Site 1 !,jdared ,&;ne 
21. 19%) show-s warer levels with six we&. The figure and data tabie from thismemo are 
incIuded as an errata sheet for the Phase I RF1 in response to this commen+,. 

Comment 32: The rationale for selecting the monitoring well and sampling locazions is not prkided in 
the RR-Phase I Report, CMS POL Report, or the E.xcavation, Transportation and Disposal of Petroieum- 
Contaminated Soils Report. For example: it is not apparent from a review of the analytibai data, the 
narrarive or the figures in either of these reports: if the rationale for selecting the moniroring weii and 
sampling locations were determined from idenrifving areas of srressed vegetation, sta&d.soil or in-situ 
readings. 

The wells were positioned to be downgradient of the fire5ghting training rings. The soil sampies ;:. 
were coilected Yrom the southeasr side of the rings because there was no soil on the orher side of 
the rings, only concrete. The number of soils samples near the sourhem ring is quite high. The 
distribution of soii contami~arion near the northern “ring was confirmed during the excavation 
,WOdC. 

Comment 33: The depth of the soil sampies collected was not provided in Table I-2 of the CMS POL ‘. 
lieport. Please provide this information. 

The depth of soil samples at SWWIL’ i 1, The i-ire training area. is provided on a revised Table i-3. 
.& 

Comment 34: h review of the Ocrober 26, 1994 letter addressed to Mr. David Toth, EPA., from Y.,M. . 
Johnson, Depamnent ofNavy and the Excavation, Transportation and Disposal of P~oietlm- 
Contaminated Soils Report indicated that the Department ofxavy has not adequately addressed comments 
16, 17 and 18 of EPA’s August 25, 1994 commentsktter to date. Specifically, ir ZppG3iS that the 
Department of Navy failed to conduct: confirmatory sampling for PAHs and other applicable parameters 
as a last sxep after the Toral Petroieum Hydrocarbon (TPH)-based excavation work was completed, collect 
samples of the side wail soil of the areas of excavated {at least, in areas underlying asphalt or concrzce) and 
discuss and reach an agreement wiYh EPA regardin g the procedures for sampling during rhe excavation 
before the remediation work was conducte d. EPA recommends scheduling a meeting with the 

~. Department ofNavy to discuss options for establishing clean up leveis for the soil at the POi SWms 
and performing coni%matory sampling. 

No additional PAH sampiing is required as per the decision reached Semeen the EPA and the 
Yavy at the April 29-30, 1997, meeting. 

Comment 35: The review of the Excavation, Transportasion and Disposal of Petroleum-Contaminated 5 
.l 
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Soils Report also indicated that: 1) the approach used to determine the area of soil ta be excavated and 
sampled was not provided and 2) the selected clean up level of 100 ppm of TPI-I clean up level was not 
attained for the excavated soil ( analytical data show that the soil sampies collected from several excavated 
areas contained concentrations of TPH above IO0 pprn>. EPA recommends schedul& a meeting with the 
Deptient of Navy to discuss options for establishing clean up levels for the soil at the POL SW$&Js 
and performing confirmatory sampiing for constituents detected above screening leveis. Revise the report 
to include this additionai background field investigation information and sampling plan. 

As agreed to at the April 29-30, 1997, meeting the Navy will submit a more detailed expianation 
of the locations and a mere detaiied rationale for soil sampling during the removal action. This 
clarification is added to the Excavation, Transportation and Bisposai of Petroleum-,Contaminated 
Soils Report. 

Comment 36: In a March-7, 1995 phone conversation between Ms. Elizabeth Quinn, Toxicologist, EPA 
and Mr. James Harris, P reject Manager, Department ofNavy, documented in a memorandum 
(Enclosure I), Mr. Harris stated that the Department of Yavy intended to insrail an.-add&nal groundwater 
monitoring we!1 immediately southwesr of the fireman practice area (SW343 11) and sample it for voiatiie 
organic contaminants, total petroleum hydrocarbons, and metals; including arsenic. Provide the date of 
the we!1 insIaliation, specify the location of this we!], provide ail the well elevation and anaiyticai data 
coklested from this well since the date of installation and any additional inrerprerations and/or conciusion -, 
developed by the Department ofNavy based on This data. Specify whether the addisionai interpretations 
and/or conclusions con&-m or alter previous interpretations and/or conciusions made by the Department of 
savy regarding the groundwater flow direction and/or the extenr of ccnramination. Furt~her comments 
and/or recommendations will be for&coming after EPA has had the opportunity rc review this additional 
information. 

. . ‘. __- 
_ 

The Xavy actually itistalled two we!ls. They are’1 l-?&V4 and I 14MW5. Well 11 -MY/4 is located 
approximateiy 250 feet westi southwest (hydraulically downgradient) of the southern training pit 
and wei! 1 I-MW5 is located dire& southwest (hydraulically downgradient) ,ofthe southern 
training pit. A figure that depicts the locations of the wells and a [able that contains the measuring 
point and water rabie elevations are provided as a response to Comment 33. T’ne !ocations were 
reviewed and approved by Joe1 Hennessy/‘EP.A Region III, prior to installation. The groundwater 
flow direction is to the west-southwest, generally consistent with previously determined flow . 
patrens. 

The wel!s were sampled. The resuits of sampling are tabulated on tabies that accompany the 
figures. In summary, the results yielded no norable detections of VCCs, S%‘i?Cs> or TPH. 
Therefore, the Navy recommends that S’WMU 11 be removed from the RC,R+4 Corrective Action 
Program at Oceana. 

SWMXJ 15 Abandoned Tank Farm 

Preliminary Risk Management Def&ion: ResidenEa4 

Comments on the RFT-Phase I and RFI-Phase I’x 

Comment 37: On pa ge 4 136 of the RFI-?hase I Report, the Department of Navy should revise the report E 
I 
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to incorporate a detailed response for the specific comment 9b. in the January 10, 1994 letter addressed to 
Erica Dameron, VADEQ, from N.M. Johnson, Department of Navy (free product thickness in MW-3 at 
SW%KJ 15 was not measured during this 1992 investigation). 

The Navy has prepared an errata sheet for the Phase I RFI Report to address this corn 
The Navy was uncertain of the specific context of this comment with respecr to text: found on ’ 
Page 4-i 36 of the RN-Phase I Report. We prepared an errata sheet to insert the following text on 
Page 4-128, end of the 1” paragraph: Free product thickness was not measured in MW-3 at 
S WMU I5 in during the Phase I RF1 field investigation. Tllis comment could refer to an earlier 
draft of the report. 

Comment 38: Many conclusions were made regarding the extent of soil contamination at this SW&N that 
canno? adequately be supported by the iimited analytical data collec:ed during the phase I and II. RFI 
investigations. Revise applicable sections ofthe report to include further discussion and assumption 
drawn to develop the conciusions regarding the sourceis ,~ ), faie and transport via soil as anatllway and ‘he 
extent of soil contamination at this S%%flJ in these reports. 

.d ,A 8s. 
I 

As agreed at the meeting on April 29-30, ‘1997> the Navy has provided a tabulation of past soil 
sampling results at SW?flX 15> Inciuding results From the March, 19% sampling completed <o 

. 1 identifi the full extent of soil to be excavared for remediation. These data are incorporared as an .: 
anachmenr to these commefit responses. 

Comment 39: It is not c&e@r $rom reviewing the Site Location and ?&story and Past Investigations and I@I 
Site Actions Secrions of ..the RFI-Phase I Report and the Site Conditions and Investigation, Activities 
Secdons of the RFI-P&se II Report or from viewing’Thcl@&ures in either report where @$ee of the six 

-_ 

tanks were located or whether all Possible sources o$tl+ontamination at this SWMU h&e been 
, 

.^ .’ 
identified and/or fuliy investigated. For example; has the aviation fuel pump house equipment been 
removed? 

3. 

The Phase 1 RN repon shows the six tanks in Figures 4-7-l and d-7-2. They have a hatchured ,- ,, 
‘. partern. Three large round cone-e I te tanks are labeled G-3, G-6, and G-9. The three smaiier tanks 

.are connecred to the buried pipeline (labeled) and are located at the south end of-he sire. During 
the Phase 1 RF1 the Navy collecred 12 in-situ groundwater sampies (GPI to GP12). During the 
Phase II RF1 the Wavy coilected an additional 17 in-s.itu groundwater samples (GP j.3 to C&29), 
collected 15 in-situ soii samples (GP13 to GP20), installed and sampled 1 I monitoring welis 
(MW5 to MW15), installed and measured six piezometers (PZl to PZ6), and insrailed six test pits 
(T?l to TN). Coverage of the site is deemed adequate to derermine the probable sources of 
hydrocarbon contamination as illustrated in RX Phase II figures 2-3-2 through 2-3-9. 

During the CMS the Navy collected 5 surface soils (SSl to SSS), collected 3 subsurface soil 
samples (TTl to TT3), collecred 5 in-sim groundwater samples (GP30 to GP34), and ins:alled and 
sampled 2 shallow monitoring wells (MW16 and MW17). These data were collected to fill a data 
gap at the south end of the site and assess treatability parameters. Coverage of the site is extensive 
as iilustrated in RF1 Phase II figures 2-3-2 through 2-3-9 and CMS figures A- 15 to A-26. Noareas 
that could represent data gaps that might lead to the identification of additional sources of 
hydrocar,bon contamination have been identified. 

* 
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As srated in the 533, the aviation fuel pump house and all storage tanks were removed in the 
1950s. 

Comment 40: A review of both RFT reports show that P&&I compounds were either not muiai;yzed for in 
soils (Phase I Report) or were on1.y analyzed in one subsurface soil (2-i! ft. j sample (1%G$l4) but was 
not derected above the detection limit of <67,000 ppb {see 

.‘& 
Table 2-3-3 in Phase II Report]. It my also 

possibly mean that PA.% are present at a concennation below 67,000 ppb in the subsurface soils. 
Therefore, EPA recommends scheduling a meeting to discuss the need for performing confirmatory 
sampling for PAHs and 3TEX compounds in the sutficial and subsurface soil and/or groundwater at this 
SWMU. Further comments and/or recommendarions will be forthcoming as the CMS phase of this project 
proceeds and EPA has had the opportunity to review the final comprehensive bioremediation project 
proposal and project status reports for the soil bioremediation project currently being undertaken at this 
SW. 

As agreed aI me mee-ting on .4pril29-TO, 1997, the Navy has provided a tabulari& of past soii 
sampiing results at SWMU 15: including resuirs from the March, i996 sampling completed to 
identify the full extens of soil to be excavated for remediation. These’data are incorporared as an 
anachmem 10 these comment responses. A figure accompanies the table, A long-term monitoring, 
plan for groundwater ramming is being prepared for SWMU 15 that wiil inciude the analysis for,‘, ” 
BTEX. Nl remediared soil will be confirmatory sampled for PA&Is. 

, 

Cornmeat 41: At this juncmre, it is worth noring thar :hlorinated volatile hydrocarbons were detected in 
the groundwater at SWMXJ 15, according tb rhe second to last paragraph on page 2-26 of the RN-Phase II 
Report- The Deparrmenr of Navy has not provide any ran ,+ommendations in this repon thar address the 
chlorinated organic compounds at this SWMU. Revise rhe report to incorporate a proposal for addressiqg 
rhe chiorinatcd hydrocarbon contamination de&red ar this S%?vlU by either conducting further 
investigation or remediation or the rationale for not addressing this contamination. 

As part of the Phase II RFI for SWMU 15, isomers of 1,2-DC%. were detected in insim 
groundwater in the northwestern part of site at sample locations GM (11 pgL>; GP27 (3.2 @L), 
and GP2X (2.+gL). As part of the CLMS for SWWU 15, at in-situ groundwater sample location /_ 
GP?O in the southern portion of sire an isomer of 1,2-DCE was detected at 2.5 j-tg/L and vinyl 
chloride was detected in at 5.5 #@L. The EPA Region III RBCs for isomers of i,2-DCE are 
61 ,ugfL or 120 ,~g%. Therefore the 1.2- DCE is not deemed to be a prob!em. T’ne EPA Region III 
RBC for vinyl chloride is 0.0-19 pg/L. The MCL for vinyl chloride is 210 pz&J+, 

The vinyl chloride concentration ai the site exceeds the MCL by less than an order of magnitude. 
Viny! chloride was oniy‘detected ar one location in-situ (GP30). Vinyl chloride has nor been 

’ detected at any other in-situ or permanent monitoring points. Under the prevailing groundwater 
gradient, this location is at the up-gradient edge of the site and sources of hydrocarbon 
contamination have been identified proximal to this sampling location. A iong-rerm monitoring 
pian for groundwater sampling is being prepared for SW 15 that will include the anaiysis for 
vinyi chloride. If vinyl chloride is detected in site monitoring wells at a similar concentration for 
two or more sampling rounds an additional site investigation for vinyl chloride might be 
necessary. 

12 
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Comment 42: Sased on the discussion on page 2-29 of the RFI-Phase II Report, for.SWMU 15 it may be 
deduced that the groundwater fiow direction varies significantly over time and that the sources of the 
releases are unknown, in some cases, with a high degree of certainty. Revise the IXFI-Phase II Report to 
state that uncertainty exist regarding the groundwater flow dir ection and will be further evaluated during 
the CMS phase of the project and the development and review of the groundwater mo8nitoring plan for 
SW 15. Also, futnre remediation options shouid take these factors into account. Further comments on 
the variable groundware: flow direction will be provided by EPA during the review of the groundwater 
monitoring pian for SMm 15, 

The Navy addressed the uncertainty in the groundwater tlow in the CMS for SW&m 15’. CMS 
results demonstrated a local groundwater flow seversa that was also noted during one round of 
water table monitoring during the Phase II KFI. Continued long-term monitoring of groundwater 
at this S*gF will provide additionai delineation of variations in the groundwater flow direction. .” 

Comment 43: Additional comments may be forthcoming within two weeks of the Yiavy’s receipt of this 
letter which will address concerns related to the emergent wetland discussed in the- Enviianmental Setring 
Section of the LRFI-Phase I Report (page 4-128). 

No comments have been received that address concerns relaxed to ihe emergent wetland. ’ 

-. _,I 
. : ‘: 

StTW 15 Pesticide Storage Ares 

Preliminary Risk Management Decision: ResidenRal 

Comments on the IWI-Phase I 

Comment 44: The findings of the FM-Phase I invesrigarion, presented in the Fate and Transport Section 
(nage 4- 149) of the RFI-Phase I report, indicates thar the soil from a depth of 0 to 1 .O foor may be 
contaminated and may possibiy erode; especially during periods of heavy precipitation ehere is a potential 
for soii to erode and flow into the ditch in this area. In addition, it is further srated that inf3ration through 
the unsarurated zone to the water table could act as a transport mechanism for these contaminants. 
However, it is concluded, based on assumptions, that erosion may not be a signiticanr transport 
mechanism because much of the dixch is covered with grass and the drainage fe.amre is not strong. 
Therefore. the De~artrnent of Navy isn’t r ecommending any future RF1 or CM3 activities at this STJMV. 

However, based on the preliminary screening results from the RFI-Phase I investigation and data gaps In 
background and site specific information, EPA is unable to agree wirh the Navv’s recommehdarion to not 
conduct additionai RFI or CMS activities. Sufficient site specific information is not availabie to conclude 

I 

chat the contaminants will not migrate via the soil erosion and/or the vertical migration pathways identified 
in the RR-Phase I invesziggtion. 

‘Therefore, EPA recommends con&cting a lini’ixed record review and investigation to collect additional 
background and site specific data, such as, the type of-visual contamination noted during the PFI 
investigation, the locations of the visual contamination in this area, sampiing the soil and groundwater in 
the grossly contaminated areas of the golf course and pesticide storage area (Building >, and sample the 
sediments mthe area of the shallow swale that flows into the ditch (that is the potential receptor of the 
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erosion) in the direction of Eighth Street. The Department of Navy shai1 revise the report to include this 
additional background and site specific data and a sampling plan. 

The Wavy has submitted additional details cn Ihe sire characteristics below. This is the only 
information available. Detection limits from previous sampling are anached. Provided these 
detaiIs are as stated in the April 29-30, 1997, meeting discussion, tlhe EPA does not see the need 
for additional sampling as per the decision reached between the EPA and the Navy ar the meeting. 

As noted in the RN, the aileged site of the pesticide disposal at the golf course support facility is a 
dirt area currently under the roof of an equipment storage structure. The structure is open on one 
side. Although the dirt area is protected from direct rainfail, runoff from some portion off the 
Facility yard drains through a !ow point at the end of the support sz-ucture. A grassed drainage 
swaie begins at the o&de of the support structure opposite to the !ow poinr. The grassy drainage 
swale has a gentle slope, precluding serious erosion. 

SWMG 18 Hazardous Waste Storage Area, BniZding 200 I j 
;_ 

Comment 45: Revise rhe Health and Environmental -4ssessment Section of the RN-Phase i Report (page 
4- 15% 154j to in&de a discussion stadng that benzo(b)8uoramhene and indeno( 1,?,3-cd&yrene exceed 
the industriai RX as a response to comment 1 ! paragraph 3 of the VADEQ’s September 10: 1993 ietier 
addressed to Caprain 3.W. Craine, jr.: from Erica S. Dameron, VADEQ. In addition, shis discussion 
should descryoe the potential impac? to human heahh and the environment resulting from such 
excesdences ofihe industrial RFK !eveis. 

PAHs were detected at S%‘NU 18 in soil during both the Phase ! WI and the CMS. 

For the RFI: 

aenzo(ajpyrene exceeded the industrial soil screening 1evel.i.n Saq@e 1%SSZ. The deTection was 
4.8 mg/kg and the screening level is,O.?S mgkg. __: 

For the CMS: 

Benzo(b)i?uoranthene exceeded the industrial soii screening level in Sample ! $.sS~- I, The 
detection was 13 mg/kg and the screening levei i-s 7.8 mgikg. 

Beszo(a)pyrene exceeded the industriai soil screening level in Sample 3 8-S%- 1 and 18-S%. Tine 
detections were 13 mgikg and 2.2 mg!kg, respectively, and t&e screen%rlevel is 0.78 m@g. 

lndeno{ 1 ,z&cd)Dyrene exceeded the industrial soil screening hei in Sample 18-554 i , The 
detection was !3img,kg and The screening !evei is 7.8 mg’kg. 

Dibenz(a,h)anthracene exceeded the industrial soil screening level in Sample I X-SS4-1. The 
detectio? was 2.3 mg!kg and the screening level is 0.78 m-&g. 
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The areas where these detections occurred have subsequently been excavated. Confirmatory 
sampling for is scheduled as part of the Phase III RFI investigation. Samples will be collecTed and 
analyzed for VOCs, PAHs, and PC&. Sampling resuits will be documented in the Phase III RFI 
report. 

Comment 46: Based on a review of the above referenced reports: the August 25, 1994 letter addressed to 
Mr. James F. Harris: Department ofNavy, from David L. Toth, EPA and the October 26, 1994 letter 
addressed to David Torh, EPA, from WM. Johnson, Department of Yavy, it appears that the grokdwater 
flow direction has not been determined for this SWMX to date. Consequentiy, as it is stated in the as 
Comment 1 Ob. of the August 25, 1994 ietter, the extenr of contamination cannot be detetiined for tis“ _ 
SWMU with data from only one in-situ groundwater sample without determining the groundwater flow 
direction. The Department ofNavy responded to this comment in it’s October 26, 1994 letrer bystating 
rhar a “well was installed on September 21, 1994 as part of i&e characterization work for S WMU ‘2E and 
would be analyzed for VOCs, PAHs, and TPH”. Provide a figure identifying the location of thk we3 
installed in relations to SWMU .l+3. In addition, provide a narrative description of t&is k&ion and the 
findings of the additional investigation and analytical data colltcred. For example, spec3y the 
groundwater tlow direction and the extent of contamination. If analytical data is not available, collect an 
additional in-situ sampie at this 2E well location as confirmation of the findings of the existing data. . . .’ ,. 

.” i 
The Navy has provided a figure That shows :he groundwater t? 

. . . . 
. iiow direc:ion at SWM?.j 2E in . ‘: 

relations to SWMU 18 as agreed in rhe April 29-30: 1997: meering. Analvticai data for well 2E- ’ 
MW9 is tabuiated on an errata sheet. Vinyl chloride was derected in ~groundwarer at well 2E-&11W9 
at a led of i3 ugK in October, 1994 and 14 ugL in March 1995. The EPA Region III RBC for 
vinyi chloride .is 0.019 ,LI.~“L. This ;;S a conraminant levei which cha!lenges anaiytieal detection. 
The MCL for vinyl chloride is 2.0 ,Ug/L- 

Comment 47: Tabie l-8 of the CMS POL Report shows thar PC& were detected in samples at 
concentrations above residential -RBC at 9 1 and 110 ppb. Also, PA&Is-were detected In samples at 
concentrations above the industrial RBC: Furthermore: a review of the October 26, 1394 ierter ad-dressed 
to Mr. David Toth, EPA, from WM. Johnson, Department ofNavy, and the Excavation, Transportatioti 
.and Disposal of Perroleum-Conraminated Soils Report also indicated that the Department of Navy hasiot 
adequately addressed comments 16, 17 and 18 of EPA’s August 25, 1994 commenrs letter to dsg. 
SpecIfically, it appears that the Department failed to conduct: contlrma-iory sampiiny for PA& and other 
applicabie parameters as a last step after the TPH-based excavation work was completed, collect samples 
of the side wall soil of the areas excavated (at ieast, in areas underiying asphalt or concrete), and discuss 
and reach an agreement with EPA regarding the procedures for sampling during the excavation before the 
remediation work was conducted. EPA recommends scheduling a meeting with the Department ofNavy 
to discuss options for establishing clean up levels for the soil at the POL SW%!Xs and performing 
confirmatory sampling for constituents detected above health-based screening levels. 

As agreed to at the Apri! 29-30, 1997 meeting, the Navy will conducr confirmatory sampling at 
this SWMU. Six subsurface soil samples wiil be collected from a depth of 1.0 foot and analyzed 
for VOCs, PAHs, and PCBs. The resuits of this sampling will be documented in a Phase III.RFI 
report. The Navy has provided a figure to the EP’A that shows the locations of the samples 
collected during the excavation work as an attachment to these comments. 

s 
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Comment 48: The review of the Excavation, Transportation and Disposal of Petroleum-Contaminated 
Soils Report also indicated that: 1) the approach used to determine the area of soil to be excavated and 
sampled was not provided and 2) the selected clean up level of 100 ppm of TPH was not atiaineti for the 
excavated soil (analytical data show that several of the soil samples collected from the excavated areas 
contained concentrations of TPH above 100 ppm). Therefore, as mentioned in the above comment, EPA 
recommends scheduling a meeting with the Department ofNavy to discuss options for esta.blishing ciean 
up levels for the soil at the POL SWYMUs and performing confirmatory sampiing for constituents detected 
above screening levels. Revise fie report ro inciude this additional background field invest,igation 
information and submit a confirmatory sampling plan. 

As agreed to at The April 7 -9-30, 1997 meeting, the Navy will conducr confirmato~ sampling at 
this SW!MXJ. Six subsurface soil samples will be collected from a depth of 1 .O foot and ana!yzed 
for VOCs, PAI-Is, and PCBs. The resulxs of this sampling will be documented in a Phase III RFI 
report. 

Comment 49: In addition, the review of the Excavation, Transportation and Disposai ofPetroleum- 
Contaminated Soils P..eport identified that the limirs of excavation are not clearly de&d for the initial or 
additional extended areas of soil removed and locations where the soil samples were collected. Provide a 
Ggure and narradve description that clearly delineates the areas of excavated soii and identiGes the 
!ocatition where rhe samples were cobred. . 

” 
., 

. . 
The Navy has provided a figure to the EPA that shows the locations of the samples collected . 
during the excavarion work as an attachment to these comments. 

I. 

SwiWlJ 19 Waste Oil Storage Area, Building 541 

Preiiminary Risk Management Derision: Industrial 

Comments on the RFI-Phase I, CMS POL and Excavaiion, Transprsz-tation and i)isposal of 
Petroleum Contaminated Soils Repons 

Comment 50: The RFI-Phase I Report should be revised to incorporate a response to comment 12 +,: 
paragraph 2 of the VADEQ’s September 10, 1993 letter addressed to Captain 3. W. Craine, Jr,, 
Department of Navy, from Erica Dameron: Vz4DEQ, as also requested during the preparation of the 
January 30, 1997 project meeting held in the EPA Region III Office. Provide a map shd&Yng all 
recreationai, residential (family and adult) wetland and SWMUs (approximate extent of ground wager 

piumes and areas of soil excavations) on and sunotinding the Facility. 

Appendix I of the CMS for SWMUs li23/2C provides the requested information in Figures !,2, 
4, and 6. 

Comment 51: Based on a review ofthe above referenced reports, the August 25, i994 letter addressed to 
Mr. fames F. Harris, Department of Navy, from David L. Toth, EP.4 and the October 26, 1994 letter 
addressed to David Toth, EPA, from NM Johmson, Department ofNavy; it appears that the groundwater 
flow direction has not be determined for this SWMU to date. Consequentl?/, as it is stated in Comment 11 
of the August 24, i 994 ietter, the extent of contamination cannot be determined for this SWMLJ with data 
from oniy one in-situ groundwater sample without determining the groundwater flow direction. The d 

.v 
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Department of Navy stated in the October 26, 1994 letter that the location of this in-situ groundwater 
sample was beneath the most contaminated area. EPA reserves final comment on this issue pending the 
review of the. findings of the confirmatory sampie referenced in the next comment. 

At the April 29-30, 1997, meeting between the Navy and the EPA, the Navy agreed to obtain 
water levei data from monitoring wells located at the CiTGO service station Iocated adjacent to 
SW%43 19. These data, collected for a UST corr ecrive action pian for the NEX station which is 
near SWMUs i9 and 20, show that the groundwarer flow direction is to the southeast (sgure 
&ached). The one in-situ groundwater sample was coilected at the down-gadient .edge of the 
contaminated area. The groundwater sample did not contain any constiraenrs above the MCI.,. 
Tlaerefore, .the Navy recommends that no additional sampling should be necessary, ‘& & “L “s “.r,@e 

Gommrtnt 52: A review of the October 25, 1994 fetter addressed to &Ir. David ‘T&h: EPA, from.XN;M. 
Johnson, Department of Navy and the Excavation, Transportation and Disposal of Penoieum- 
Contaminated Soils Report indicated that the Department ofit’avy has not adequately addressed comments .% 

16; 17 and 18 of EPA’s August 25, 1994 comments letter to date. Specifically, it appea& rhas the 
Department failed to conduct: confirmatory samplirg for PAHs and other apqiicable: parameterS:as a, last 
step after the TPH-based excavation work -was completed, collect sampies of The sidewall soil of the areas 
excavated (at least, in areas underiving as&ah or concrete), and discuss and reach an ageement with EP?, 
regarding the procedures for sampling during the excavation before The remediation work was conducted, “ j 
in addition, a review ofthe Excavation, Transportation and Disposal of Petroieum-Contaminated Soils 

Iiepon: shows &at the quantitation iimits for PAHs are se: high or sampies were nor analyzed for PAZ-I 
constituents. Thus, it is difficult to determine whether PAH ,:onstituents are present at concentradons 
below this high detection iimit (<i ,400 ppb) (Table I- 13 CMS POL, Repqqj but above industrial P,.BCs for 
carcinogenic constituenrs. EPA recommends scheduling a meering with the Department’oYXavy jr~, 
discuss options for estabiishing c!ean up !ev e!s for the soils at the POL SWMUs and performing 
confirmatory sampling for the constituents de-cecred above health-based screening levels. Following this 
meeting, the Department ofNavy sha!l submit a pian for performing confirmatory sampiing. 

At the April 29-30, 1997, meeting between the Navy and the ,-i rDA4, the Navy reviewed the TTH 
and PAII results from soil sampling. The Navy and the EPA agreed that no confirmatoq soil 
sampling is necessary. ‘,‘.’ . .’ 

‘Comment 53: The review ofthe Excavation, Transportation and Disposal of PetroI-bum-Contaminated 
Soils R.ep0r-r also indicated that the approach used to determine the area of soil to be excavated and 
sampled was not provided. Revise the report to include this additional background field investigation 
information. 

The approach for deiineaiin g iimits for excavation was based on analyTical data fro&. the RF&, and 
the POL CMS rcporr. Tne iimits of excavation were based on the TPH level of 100 m&g. Other 
limiting factors included physical constraints such as buildings, concrete pads, aspbait or concrete 
roads or the groundwater table. The approach, once mobilized in the field; was to excavate to the 
limits specified in the CMS and on the drawings. The limits of excavation were confirmed in the 
field with Ensys test kits for TPH. A management decision was then made based on the sampling 
resuits. For example, if a confirmatory sample was close to the soii guidance level of 1 OQ+q$kg, 
or if a sample was isolated (i.e., in b&teen two confirmatory samples that were below iD0 
r&kg), then a management decision on that area would be made. Other managemenr decisiord Y 5 
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, were made based on physical constraints such as hi 
that would have made excavation not feasible eithe 
aiso included on an errata sheet for the Excavation, 
Contaminated Soils Report. 

§WiWU 23 Waste Gail Storage Area, Building 543 

Comment 54: ‘The RR-Phase I Report referred to “other sc 
this SWMU”. List these other solvents in the narrative oft. 
specific background information alters the conciusions of ti 
report. 

%‘hen the facility %st opened in the late 1370s it pi 
The tanks were set on w’neels so they were mobile. 
pr,iiariiy used inside the building where airlines w 
accelerate the cleaning process. Occasionaily, some 
there. PD680 was the engine cleaner. The tanks we 
PD680 was disposed of in an onsire underground si 
parts cjeaner supp!ied and managed by Safety Klee 

Various c!eaners have been used to c!ean floors ant 
formuia 4500 degreaser anti PD680. Fioor and wail 
discharges to an oil/water separator. Separated oil t 
and separator water Sows TO the sanitary sewer. 
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Comment 55: Based on a review of the above referenced r 
Mr. James F. Harris, Department ofNavy, from David i. 1 
addressed io David Toth, EPA, from N.M. Johnson; Depart 
flow direction has not been determined for this SWMU to c 
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SWXU with data from only one in-situ groundwater sampl 
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At the April 29-30, 1997, meeting between the Nat 
water level data from monitoring wells located at tl 
Swl\/liLT 19. ‘These data, collected for a UST correc; 
near SXvSUs 19 and 20, show that the groundwate 
attached for commenr 5 1). Sample 20X59 was rerr 
recommends that no additional soil sampling shoul 
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i hits that butt up to buildings or roadways 
)hysicalIy or monetarily. This information is 
‘ransportation and Disposai of Petroleum- 

t, Transpotiation and Disposal of 
. . 

Tent disposed of and/or Llsed at the garage at 
report and revise the text of the report if rhis 
investigation as stated in [his version of the I 

.‘ 2 

vided several covered engine cleaning tanks. 
ccording to facilirj personnel the !anks were f- 

: available for providing agitation to 
anks may have.been roiied outside and used ’ 
oniy used for one to two years. Y;/aste 
‘age tank. In additicn, there was, and still is, a 

valls inside the building. These inc!ude 
lash-down does t+o a floor drain that 
:n discharges to the underground srorage tank 

or&, the August 2.5, 1394 letter addressed to + 
h, EPA and the October 26, 1994 letter 1. : 
ent ofNavy, it appears that rhe groundwaxer 
:e. Consequently, as it is stated in the 
amination cannot be determined for this 
without determining the grtiundwa~er Trios 
1994 ietier that the location ofrhis in-situ 
. EPA reserves final comment on rhis issue 
e referenced in the next comment. 

and the EPA, the Navy agreed te obtain 
CITCO service station located adjacent to ’ 
‘e action plan for the NEX station .whic% is d 
-?ow direction is to the southea.st (figure 
ved during the CMS, therefore, The Navy 
be required. 



Comment 56: A review of the October 26, 1994 letter addressed to Mr. David ?oth; EPA, from N.M. 
Johnson, Department ofNavy and the Excavation, Transportation and Disposal of Petroleum- 
Contaminated Soils Report indicared that the Department ofNavy has not adequately addressed comments 
16, 17 and 18 of EPA’s August 25, 1994 comments letter to date. Specifically, it appears that the 
Departmenr failed to conduct confirmatory sampling for PAHs and other appiicabie parame:ers as a last 
s&p after the TPH-based excavaGon work was completed, collect sampies of the side wail soil of ihe areas 
excavated (at least, in areas underfying asphalt or concrete), and discuss and reach an agreement wirh EPA 
regarding the procedures for sampling during the excavation before ?&e remedialion work was conduc;ed. 
EPA recommends scheduiing a meeting with the Depatiment of Yavy to discuss options for esrabiishing 

dean up levels for the soil at the POL SwlMUs and performing confirmatory sampiing for the 
constituents detec-red above health-based screening levels. Foilowing this meeting, rhe Department of 
Navy shail submit a pian for performing confirmatory sampling. 

At the April 29-30, 1997, neecing between the Navy and the E?A, the Yavy agreed to ob’tain 
water level dara from monitoring weils located at the CITGO service station located adjacent to 
SW38.J ‘I 9. These data, collected for a UST corrective action plan for the N$ZX hation which is 
near SWs 19 and 20, show that the groundwater flow direction is io the southeast (figure 
artached for comment 5 I>. Sample 20-SS9 was removed during the C;VlS+ therefore, no add%i.onai 
soil sampling wiil be required. 

.A *” . . .’ 

Cbi”ment 57: Ttie review ofrhe cv 
. 

bXicavation. Transpoflarion and Disposal of Petroleum-Conraminated 
Soils Report also indicated that Ihe approach used to determine Ihe area of soil to be excavated and 
sampled was net provided. Revise the reporr to inc!ude this addirional background field investigation 
information. 

Xe approach for delineating limits for excavation was based on analyiicai data from the RFIs and 
ehe POL CMS report. The iimirs of excavation were based on the TPH level of 100 mdkg. Other 
limiting factors included physical consTrainIs such as buildings, concrete pads, asphait or concre:e 
roads or ihe groundwater Table. The approach, ante mobilized in the 5eld, was 10 excavate to -ihe 
limirs specified in the CMS and on the drawings. Tne limirs of excavation were confirmed in The 
field with Ensys tesi kits for TPEj,. A managemenr decision was then made based on the sanpiing 
results. For example, if a donfimatory sampie was close t o the soil guidance ievei of !CO mg;kg,: 
or if a sampie was isolated (ie., in betwee:n two confirmatory samples That were below I OC ng!!l;g>, ’ ‘I 
then a management decision on that area would be aade. Other management decisions were 
made based on physical constrainrs such as high hits that bun up to buildings or roadwa,ys Ihat 
would have made excaviirion IIOT feasible either physicaily or monetarily. This information is aIs0 
inc!uded on an errata sheet for the Excavation, Transporration and Disposai of Petroieum- 
Contaminated Soils Repot. ‘/.. 

SWW 21 Transformer Storage Yard 

PreIimina~ Risk Managemeat Decision: Industrial 

Comment on the RFP-Phase I Report 

Comment 55: Specify the current use of this area. 

s 



Empty and clean dumpsters are now stored in a portion of the area where trksformers were 
previously stored. 

Comment 59: EPA agrees with the Department of Navy that based on the evaluation of the analytical 
Poiychlorinated Biphenyis (PCB) data in this report that PCS contamination is nor a concern. However, 
EPA is in agreement with VADEQ’s recommendarion that the TPH contamination. requires further 
evaluation [See Seprember 10, 199.3 letter addressed to Captain J. Vi. Craine, Jr., Department ofNavy 
from Erica S. D~IIEI-GTI, VADEQ and January 10, 1994 letter addressed TO Ms. Erica Dameron, WADEQ 
from N. M. Johnson, Department of Wavy). EPA is therefore nor in agreement with the Department of 
Navy’s recommendation to not conduct additional LRFi or CMS activities because this recommendation is 
based on a 50% confirmation (TPH was detecred at a ccncenrration above Virginia guide:iines in ! of 2 
sampies anaiyzed for TF%). Therefore, EPA recommends further charac’terization of the soil and 
groundwater in this area to evaluate the exIenr of TPH contamination initiaily detected at a high{ . 
concentration of 242,000 ppb at soil sample’location 21-S%. The Department ofWavy shaii revise the 
RN-Phase I Report appropriately and submir a pian for performing confirmatory sampiing for TPH and 
PA&I compounds. Further RN and/or CMS activities may be warran&d if the results of >his addirionai 
analysis reveais TPH andior PAH conramination exceeding Virginia guidelines for T?II or R-X indusrrial 
standards P.&K constituents. 

As ageed to at the Aprii 2%?O, 1997 meeting, the Navy Will conduct con’rinnatory sampling at 
this S%WU at hvo areas where rhe TPH oontzmination. was the highest. Two soil samples will be ‘,_I _ 
c~iiected from a depth of 0>5 * Lo 1 .O feet and anaiyzed for SVOCs. A third surface soil sample, 
!ocated at a drainage ditch will be anaiyzed for SVOCs and PCBs. The resuits of this sampling 
will be documented in a ?hase III RFI report. 

Comment 60: Explain the reason for not collecting any samples from the off-site drainage pathways 
described in the Site and History Section (Page 4-1’71) and the Ecology Section (Page 4-173) of the repcrt. 

As ageed tc at the April 29-30, 1997 meeting, the Xavy will conducr coniknatory sainpiing at 
this S3WX.J at two areas where the 3% contamination was the highest. Two soii sampies will “e 
collected from a depth of 3.5 to 1 .O feet and analyzed for SVOCs. A third surface soil sample? 
located at a drainage ditch will be analyzed for SVOCs and PCBs. The results of this sampling /a 
wilL be doc*umenteti in a Phase III RF1 report. 

Pretimina2-y Risk Wanagement Decision: industrial 

CommePnts On tile RET-Phase I 

Comment 61: The Health and Environmental Assessment Section of the RFT-Phase I Reporr (the?last 
sentence of the first paragraph on this page 4-190) should be revised to provide a response to comment 15 
paragraph 2 of the VADEQ’s September 10, 1993 letter addressed to Captain J, W. Craine, Jr., 
Department of Navy from Erica Dameron, VADEQ. Provide further rationale for the increase in 
concentration of the contaminants detected downstream and any potential impact that may be caused. 



As agreed to at the April 29-30, 1997 meeting, the Navy has prepared an explanation for the 
surface water data interpretation referenced above. If the EPA concurs they will close out the site. 

The surface water in the drainage ditch is not tidally influenced. 

Contaminants identified as exceeding human hea”lth criteria are arsenic, iron, and manganese. In 
surface water arsenic was detected.at 1.1 q/I., in the downsneam sample Iocation. This detection 
is berween the instrument detection level and the contract required detection level. The upstream 
level was less rhan the instr;lment detection limit ofO.58 ug%,. Iron was detected at 1250 ug/L 
downstream of the SW’MU versus 1070 q/L. upstream. This is not a significant difference at these 

.,. concentrarions. Manganese was detected at 102 ue;L downstream ofthe SWIHU versus 73.9 u@L 
upstream. This also is not a significatir difference a! these concentrations. . . 

This comparison of analytical detections at the sampie location upstream hydraulically upgradient) 
and downstream (hydraulically downgradient) of the landfill indicate that the levels of arsenic, 
iron, and manganese detected upstream of S&?&J 22 are similar to those detected downstream of 
SwiMu 22. Therefore, SWMX 22 knot having an obvious deieterious effect onthe surface water 
quality in the drainage dirch. 

8 

Common inorganics such as iron, aluminum, magnesium, and manganese were highs; in the 
downstream sediment sample (22~SDl) than the upstream sample (32~SD2). Xany trace melal;.., ; : 
were dencted at leveis between zhe contract quiped detecrion leve!.and the instrument detections 
level. Many others were not detected at the instrument derecrion level. 

_. 

Commen%%S: The Health and Environmentai ksess,ment Section ofthe RFI-Phase I ,Yepori [the last 
paragraph’ on this page 4- 190) should be revised.10 c!ari@ the Department of Navy’s response to commenr 
15 paragraph 4 of the VADEQ’s September 10, i993 letter addressed to Captain J. W. Craine, .Ir., 
Departmenr ofNavy from Erica Dameron, VADEQ. For instance, it is sTated that no human health based 
standards or guidelines were exceeded. Later it is stated that the human health values were exceeded when 
applied to the prot e&ion of terrestrial organisms. Expiain or correct this noted inconsistency. 

The statement that no human health based standards or guidelines were exceeded is incorrect. An 
errata sheet has been prepared-to effectively srrike this statement from the report. r :, : 

/ .. 

Comment 63: Specie the location.of the “nearby’land” that is treated w?ih pesticides and considered the 
probable source of the DDT, DDE and DDj contamination detected at this SW?vW. 

The RF1 Phase I report does not SL,, l*oest that there is an agricuitura1 or recreational field in the 
iimmediate area of SWiMU 22. However, rhe -WI Phase I report does document that there is a 
nearby agricultural fkid at SWMU 25 I Surface soil sampling for pesticides is proposed for this , 
field. The results will be documented in the Phase III KFI report. 

Comment 64: EPA is in agreement with the Department of Navy’s recommendation to not conduct 
fmther RFI and/or CMS activities at this S%‘MU based on the review of the low concentration .of pesticide 
and metal constiments detected in the samples collected at this SWMU and presented in this report. 
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SWMIJ 23 %owser, Building 530 

Preliminary Risk -Management Decision: Ilndustrial 

Comment on the RFI-Phase I 

Comment 65: Specify when the area was asphalted. 

The area in the back of the building 330 has been asphalted for over 25 years. Photographs taken 
during the WA show the bowser resting on asphalt 

. 

Commqi 66: Revise the text of the report to include a detailed description explaining the surface water 
run off pattern (where surface water run off is likely to collect) for this YWNKJ. Has a sample been 
collected in the area where the surface water run off is likely to collect a~ this SWMU? 

The Navy will insert an errata sheet to revise the text of the report to include a detailed description 
explaining the surfac e ware: run off pattern. 

Surface water from the area drains to drop inlets in the pavement and then enters the station storm 
water. sewers prior to discharge to a major drainaa oe ditch. x0 samples have %een coi!ected in the 

.a drainage ditch. 

Comment 57: It appears thaz the previous waste management practices described in the RPI-Phase I 
Iieport at this SW%p were similar tc the waste management practices at SIVMU 24 and therefore may 
have the same contamination. EPA is concerned that mobile soil &ntaminants may have migrated to the 
groundwater or that the soil contamination is not fully characterized ar lower depths than the 0.5 1 .O foot 
depth that the three soils sampies were coiiected at this SVAKJ. Therefore, EPA recommends conducting 
co&-matory in-situ sampling of the soii at lower depths and in-siru Geoprobe sampling of the 
groundwater in the locations of the soil samples and/or locations with visible signs of conra.mination. The 
Department of Navy shall submit a plan for performing this confirmatory sampling. 

As agreed to ar the April 29-30, 1997 meeting, the Na\rv has prepared an errata sheet that contains 2 
text to discriminate between and further describe the differences between Site 24 (a Navy fat&$,’ ,-’ 
and SWMU 23 (a civilian facilit)/). ^ 

SWMU 33 is a civilian-operated facility that conducts maintenanc e on light vehicles. They have 
generally generated less Waste than has SWMU 24 and have used standard waste conrai-nment 
measures, For example, changing oil in an automobile involved the voiume of oil contained in an 
automobile crank case and the oil was like!y drained into a standard drum equipped witi a 
collection neck and funne! apparatus. The civilian operation is likely to have operated using waste 
management practices that minimized exposure to the environment. 

In comparison, SWU 24 is a Navy-operated (C3s) facility that conducts maintenance on heavy 
equipment. They tear down and rebuild diesel equipment and have commonly utilized degreasers. 
They have generaily generated mor e waste rhan has. SWMU 23 in ii&t of the massive equipment 
that is repaired. The Navy operation is iikely to have operated with a higher degree of carelessness 
with respect to waste management practices that minimized exposure to the environment. -A,. 
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The Navy has provided the detection limits for previous PAH sampling. 

if these two explanations are deemed satisfactory to the EPA, no additional sampling will be 
necessary. 

5wm 24~Bowser Building, Building 840 

Preliminary Risk Management Decisim: Industrial 

Comments on the B.33Fhase 1, R%T Phase n, C&E POE md Excavarion, Transpotiation aad 
Disposal of Petrolenm-Con-taminated S&s Reports 

Comment 68: Sased on a review of the above referenced reports, the August 25, I994 letter addressed to 
I?&. James F. Harris, Departnent ofvavy from David L. Toth : EPA and the October 25, 1994 ierrer 
addressed to David Toth, EPA from NM: JOhnSOn, Depanment ofxavy, it appears rhat ihe groundwarer 
flow direction has not be determined for this SYWVW to dase. Consequently, as it is stared in Comment 11 
of the Xugus~. 24, 1994 letter, the extent of contamination cannot be determined for th& SU?vIU wixh data 
from only one in-sir2 groundwater sample withour determining the groundwater flow direction. The 
Department ofNavy st.ated in the October 25, 1994 ietter that the location of this In-situ groundwater 
sample was ‘beneath the most contaminated area. FP;+ reseNes Gnai comment on.rhis issue pending the- .- 
review of the findings of the confirmatory sample referenced in the next comment. 

As afireed? at the April 29-30, 1997 meeting the groundwater flow direcrion is we& 
charkierized because of later work during the CMS. 

Comment 69: A review of the October 26, I?94 leber addressed to Mr. David Torh? EPA, from NM. 
Johnson, Department ofNavy and the Excavation, Transportation and Disposal of Petroleum- 
Contaminated Soils Report indicated that the Department ofNavy has not adequately addressed comments 
16, 17 and 18 of EPA’s August 25, 1994 comments ierter to date. S.pecifically, it appears that the 
Department ofNavy failed to conduct: confirmatory sampling for P&!-Is and other appiicabie parameters 
as a last step after the TPH-based excavation work was completed, collect samples of the side wail soil of,’ 
theyareas excavated (at IeasT, in areas underiying asphalt or concrete), and discuss and reach an agreemenr 
with EPA regarding the procedures for sampling during the axcavation before the remediation work was 
donducted. In addition, a review of the Excavaticn, Transportation and Disposal of Petroleum- 
Contaminated Soils Report show that the quantitation limits for PAHs are ser high or samples were not 
analyzed for P.4H constituents. Thm, it is dif5culr 10 determine whe:her PAH cons;iments are present at 
concentrations below this high derec:ion limit (ranging from <5,900 to <?3,000 ppb) (Table I- 15 CMS 
TOL Repon) but above industrial RBCs for carcinogenic constituents. EPA recommends sche&ling a 
meeting with the Department ofNavy to discuss options for esrabiishing &an up levels for the soil at the 
POL SB%IUs and performing cont%marory sampling for the constituents detected above health-based 
screening levels. Following this meeting, the Department ofNavy shaii submit a plan for performing 
confirmatory sampI?ng. 

As agreed to at the April 29-30, 1997 meeting, the Navy will conduct confirmatory sampling at 
this SWMU. Ten soil samples will be collected and analyzed for VGCs and P/&s. The results of 
this sampling wiii be documented in a Phase III WI report. 
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Comment 70: The review of the Excavation, Transportation and Disposal of Petroleum-Contaminated 
Soils Report also indicated that: 1) the approach used to determine the area of soil to be excavated and 
sampled was not provided and 2) the reason the excavation of soil to the selected clean up level of 100 
ppm of TPH was not achieved ( analytical data show that several of the soils samples collected from the 
excavated areas contained concentrations of TPH above IO0 ppm). Therefore, confirmatory sampling 
must be i;erformed at this SW to veriQ that established clean up levels have been achieved. Revise the 
report to include this additional ‘background 5eld invesiigation infomaation and submit a confirmatory 
sampling plan as srated in the comment above. 

As agreed to at the April 29-33, 1997 meeting, the Navy will conduct confirmato:~ sampling at 
this Swit_rcs. Ten soil samples will be collected and anaiyzed for VOCs and PAHs. The results of 
this sampling will be documented in a Phase IlI RF? rep&- 

SWMU 35 Inert Landfill 1 .’ , 
Treiiminary Risk Managhtment Decision: Residentiai/Tndus-irial 

Comments on the RFI-Pfiase I and Rli’l-Phase II Reports 

Comment 71: Specie, in detail, whether the pond is used for recreational purposes; the boundary of the.’ 
SWMU (especiaily the northern border) and the SWMd is accessible to personnel and non-personnel and 
if so, how is it accessible. 

This information will be provided to the EPA as an errata sheet for the Phase II repori. 
A sTation license is required to 5sh on NAS Oceana. NAS Oceana ponds where fishing is ailowed 
are discussed at the time of the license purchase. NAS Oceana does not allow fishing at the pond 
associated wirh SWMU 25. There are ?Jo Trespassing” signs on the properry. The areas are&o 
patrolled periodicaily and any trespassers are removed. Trespassers have been caught fishing ar 
both SWMXs. At SW’MU 25 there is fencing across the access road off Potters Road. However, 
walkers can bypass the fence, or gain access by walking up the railroad tracks or through the . 
woods. Additional fencing and signs are pianned for SWMU 25 to further discourage trespassing. 

Comment 72: The RFI-Phase I Rep&-r should b e revised to incorporate the Deparrmenr of Navy’s 
response to the general comment 4 in the January 10, 1994 letter addressed to E:rica Dameron, VADEQ 
from NM. Johnson, Deparrment ofNavy. In particular, the report shouid state that White tail deer from 
various managed areas of the station are hunted and ingested. in addition, specify that fishing is noE 
allowed near any of the RN. SWiVUs, specifIcally not in the ponds at SWMJs 22 and 25. The report shall 
also specify how the public and personnel are notiI’;,ed ofthe prohibited recreational activities at rhe 
Facility and clarify whether the ponds are used for fishing or is fishing prohibited at the ponds. For 
example, are there signs posted, secured fencing restricting ac cess and/or are the areas monitored by 
security personnel, etc. or that interest in fishing at the ponds has not been nored. 

This information will be provided to the EPA as an errata sheet for the Phase I reporr. 
White tail deer from various managed areas of the station are hunted and ingested. 

A station license is required to fish on NAS Oceana. NAS Owna ponds where fishing is allowed 
are discu?sed at the time of the license purchase. NAS Oceana does not allow fishing at the ponds 
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associated with SWM-Js 22 or 2.5. There are “No Trespassing” signs on the property. The areas 
are also patrolled periodically and any trespassers are removed. Trespassers have been caught 
fishing at both SWMUs. There is fencing to restrict access to the pond ar SW?&U 22. A.t SV&KI 
25 there is fencing across the access road off lotters Road. However, walkers can bypass the 
fence, or gain access by walking up the railroad tracks or rhrough the woods. Additional fencing 
and s@gns are planned for SWM 25 to further discoura~~~espassjng. 

Comment 73: The concentrations Tar DioxinFuran listed In Table 4-16-l in the RF&Phase < Report and 
Table 2-5-l in the RFI-Phase II are inconsistent. Please revise Table 4- 16-Z to include qua,ntitation limits. 

This information has been provided to the EPA as an errata sheet for the Phase I report. 

Comment 44: Tne rationale and assumptions given for recom-mending no furthe action at this SmI7-J is 
not suf%cient. The Department ofXavy must first: 1) verify that farming practices are the probable source 

of the pesticide concentrations detected in the soil samples coliecte?? at [his SWMIJ by determining the 
mean backgound pesticide concentrations for rhis SW?&-? using methodologies as desctibed in 
EPA 540/S-96i500 (December, i995) or “Options for Addressing High Back,gsound I+els of Hazardous 
Substances at CERCLA Sites (June, 1992>, 2) confirm that verricai migration ofthe itidfill contaminants 
to groundwater is not occurring and 3) deterinine -the possible extent of pesticide contamination exceeding 
screening concentrations, sine, i a The highest concentrations of pesticides may exist in the center of the : 
inundated borrow pit (pond) which was not sampled. (Note: T-DDT concentrations of concern in the , 
sedimenl may indicate the need for fish tissue samples.) Therefore, EPil\, recommends conducting 
con&rnatory sampling of [he groundwater and the pond sediment. At a iminimum: the Departmen: of 
Navy imu~t perform in-siru Geoprobe sampling of the groundwater either down yratiient 0; in the center of 
the lardii and co!iecT one sampie in the location of the in-siru sampiing. This sample shaii be analyzed 
for Appendix IX conszituents. Tne gepatiment of Navy shall submit a pian for performing this 
confirmatory sampling. 

Conrirmatory sampling,will be conducted at this SMVilT_I’. Three sediment samples will be 
collected from the center of the borrow pit (pond) and analyzed for pesticides and total organic 
carbon and five surface soil samples will be collected from the fieid and analyzed for TCL 
pesticides. The-five surface soil samples will be used to derennine rhe mean background pesticiq,e 
concentrations fcr this SYKvK .using statisTica methods. 

Commeat 75* . To evaluate potential ecoiogicai risk s, [he Department of the Navy shall use existing 
criteria and standards (such as EPA’s Plmbient Water Qualiry Criteria) anti the Effects Range-Low (ERL) 
Concentrations provided in the Xational Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Technical 
memorandum? ‘7’he Potential for Biological Effects of Sediment-Sorbed Contaminants Tested in the 
%tionai Status and trends Program”l and/or “Guidelines for the Protection and Management of Aquatic 
3ediment Qualit>r in Ontario” (Enciosure J) It is not appropriate 20 use NOAA Effects Range-Median 
Qi3.@.&~~ values when screening data, ERL vaiues should be used. 

Sediment and surface water data for SWMU 25 were compared to EPA STAG Effects Range- 
Low (E.RL) Concentrations and EPA’s Ambient Water Quality Criteria. Both organic ar,d 
inorganic compounds exceeded BTAG ERLs for sediment. Only inorganics exceeded AWQC 
values and they were not detected at the instrument detection level. 

J -I 



In summary, the organic compounds in sediment 4,4’ DDE and 4,4’ DDT exceed I3TAG ERL 
values. The inorganic compounds arsenic, cadmium chromium copper, iron, and zinc exceeded 
BTAG ERL values. However, arsenic was detected above the instrument detection level (IDL) but 
below “he contract required detection ievel CRDL. The inorganic compounds in surface water 
cadmium, mercury, and silve r exceeded AWQC values. However ail were not detected at the site 
at the instrument derectkn limit. 

SWlHU 26 Fire-Fighting Training Area, B-bnilding 220 

Prelimhary Risk Management Decision: Ind~* ,zs;- I_ L 

Coriments on the N?f-Phase T Report 

Commenr 76: Revise the R.FI-Phase I Report to state that although the beryilium (Be) and arsenic (As) 
concentrations detected (See Table 4-17-2) exceed the residenrial RBC (3e) or industrial RBC (As) -RBC 
standards, these concentrations are considered normal background concentrations inacc&dance with the 
mean backFound concentrations in the Eastern United States or Facility. 

The Navy will prepare an errata sheer TO state that although the beryllium (Be) and arsenic (As) 
concenrrzrions derected [See Table 4-17-T) exceed the residential RBC (Be) or indusrria!‘RBC 
(As) RBC standards, these concentrations are considered normal background concentrations in 
accordance with the mean background concentrations in :he Eastern United States or FaciIir;y. 

Comment 77: Specify whether ir has been determined if the long axis of the 55gailon drum used for rhe 
fire fighting training ring was buried horizontally or verticaily. Previously, EPA required the Deparmnent 
ofNavy to collect an additionai sarrple below 3.5 feet to confirm the extent of soil contamination. {See 
November 4, 1991 Meedng minutes: From: Steve Brown; CIzI2,M Hill , Subject: ,Minutes for the Teshnicai 
Review Committee meering to discuss the Oceana RF1 and RCR4 process, October 2 l? 1993: nage 4llast 
paragraph and October 3 i, 1993 ietter addressed to Mr. James F. Eiarris, Department ofNavy irom Robert 

W. Suoud, EPA, comment 3). 

Fire department personnel have c&firmed that a partiaily buried tank was used in fire e~tingui&er, 
.s,. 

rrainin,o exercises in [he past. The tank was approximately 8 feet in diameter and 6 feet tall. Four’ 
.” feet of the tank were buried in ground; There was a valved underdrain that ailowed water removal 

from the iank to [he adjacent ditch. Je: fuei and waste oii were used for the fires. Tne tank was 
usually % full of water with a 2-j inch ;;ilel mixture on top. The set??p was used $rom rhe 1960s to 
the early 1980s. 

Comiment 78: EPA is in agreement with V-4DEQ’s recommendation (See September IO, i993 letter 
addressed to Captain J. W. Craine, Jr., Department ofNavy, from Erica S. Dameron; VADEQ, comment 
18) to evaluate the potential for contaminants 10 be brought to the surface during future maintenance or 
construction activities before conciuding chat no further action is required at this SW?,G. 

.i? soil sample was already coliected from the site ar a depth of3 feet below ground surface. As 
agreed to at the April 29-30, 1997 meeting, the Navy has confirmed which way the drum was 
oriented [refer to comment 77 respons+. Therefore, the Navy agrees to coilect three additional 
soil samples from a depth of4-6 feet and analyze them for BTEX and PA&. The results will be 



documented in the Phase III RF1 Report. 


